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MEETING MINUTES V1.0
Meeting Name:
Extraordinary Modifications Committee

Meeting No: 34
Date of Meeting:
08 March 2011

Time: 10.30am – 11.40am






Venue: Europa Hotel, Belfast

In Attendance:
	Name
	Company
	Position

	Modifications Committee

	Andrew Burke 
	ESBI
	Generator Member

	Aodhagan Downey 
	SEMO
	MO Alternate

	Dana Kelleher 
	CER
	CER Alternate

	Denis Kelly 
	NIE T&D
	MDP Member

	Dermot Lynch
	Bord Gais
	Supplier Alternate

	Emeka Chukwureh 
	Airtricity
	Supplier Alternate

	Grainne O'Shea 
	ESBPG
	Generator Member

	Ian Luney 
	AES Kilroot
	Generator Member

	Iain Wright 
	Airtricity Limited
	Supplier Member

	Jean Pierre Miura
	NIAUR
	NIAUR Alternate

	Juliet Corbett 
	NIAUR
	NIAUR Member

	Niamh Delaney 
	SEMO
	MO Member

	Sheenagh Rooney
	CER
	CER Member

	Sonya Twohig
	EirGrid
	SO Member

	William Steele
	NIE Energy (Supply)
	Supplier Member

	Secretariat
	
	

	Aisling O'Donnell
	SEMO
	Secretariat

	Sherine King
	SEMO
	Secretariat

	Observers
	 
	 

	Dermot Barry
	SEMO
	Observer

	Emma Burns
	CER
	Observer

	Mary Doorly
	IWEA
	Observer

	Nicola Calvert
	SONI
	Observer

	Sarah McKenna
	NIAUR
	Observer

	Sinead O’ Hare
	NIEenergy
	Observer

	Vivienne Price
	SONI
	Observer


Section 1
I. Dermot Lynch replaced Jill Murray as Supplier Alternate for Extraordinary Meeting 34. Dara Connolly returns as Generator Alternate with Jenny McGovern retiring as Generator Alternate.

II. CMS Update

A SEMO IT representative presented an update on the CMS Release, reiterating that the release cut-off date for changes to be considered for the October 2011 release to the Central Market Systems was Friday February 18th 2011. 
The 4 approved Modifications for the May 2011 9th Scheduled Release are as follows:

· Mod_46_09 Treatment of UIs for Pumped Storage Units;
· Mod_12_09 Loss adjustment of SUC and NLC in CONP and MWP; 
· Mod_34_09 Global Settlement; and,
· Mod_39_10 Change of ESU algebra from Section 7 to Section 4.
Section 2
I.
Review of Action Items open from previous meeting
	MOD_43_10_V2: Variable Price Taker Generator Units and Firm Access


	· SEMO to initiate Detailed IA

· SEMO to verify text of revised Modification Proposal is valid

· RAs to resubmit revised Modification Proposal
	Closed-Update provided at Extraordinary Meeting 34, See deferred section for further detail
Closed- See deferred section for further detail
Closed- Alternative version received

	Mod_37_10_V2:
Constraint Payment for Energy Limited Units
	· SEMO to initiate 2 high-level IAs for next Meeting 

· SEMO to give update on MIP/LR Workstream at next Meeting

· Proposer to submit detail of materiality of costs incurred 
· Proposer to assess whether registering as a Price Taker Generator Unit would address the issue 
· Participants to forward suggestions on how money can be recovered if not taken from constraints pot
	Closed- Update provided at Meeting 34, see deferred section for further detail
Closed- Update provided at Meeting 34, see deferred section for further detail
Closed- Approx €3million p/a
Closed- Update provided at Meeting 34, see deferred section for further detail
Closed- Proposer provided feedback at Meeting 34, see deferred section for further detail




	Section 3 Deferred Modifications

	Item
	Mod
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/

Comment
	Outcome/

Vote Result 

	I.
	MOD_43_10_V3: Variable Price Taker Generator Units and Firm Access


	Regulatory Authorities
	· SEMO outlined that the IA was carried out on the basis of the revised text, and confirmed the change has been classed as medium, with a cost of €42,000.
· SEMO stated there has been a minor change to the revised text that was presented at the previous meeting, with a change to the calculation for Market Scheduled Quantity for VPTGs when constrained down. 
· SEMO stated there was also a change to the Scheduled Demand definition, to replace where Availability Profiles were being used with Actual Availability.

· Chair clarified the principle of this minor change is that Firm Access Quantity can be picked up through the Actual Availability definition, therefore by referring to Actual Availability all Generation is treated in the same manner.
· Proposer expressed disappointment that the revised text had not been impact assessed by SEMO in time for the next Scheduled Release as it was similar to previous text submitted by the RAs. 
· SEMO clarified that an initial IA was carried out with the information available to SEMO at the time. However, the revised text was different from any text submitted by the RAs as it included changes to PPTGs and also to the Schedule Demand calculation and that these were important components of the change. 
· Chair questioned, in the context of the dispatch and scheduling consultation (SEM-10-060), why the Modification Proposal is moving forward when other issues are still being considered.

· Proposer clarified that 12 issues were identified in the consultation with two significant areas acknowledged, however this proposal was not deemed to be associated or interactive with any other area, thus the proposal was progressed separately.

· Chair expressed confusion by terminology in the consultation and concern due to ambiguous wording in relation to whether it was a proposal or a decision. 
· An IWEA observer agreed with Chair’s above comments regarding the consultation wording and the Modification progressing in isolation.

· Proposer reiterated that it was assessed by the  SEM Committee who stated the modification did not interact with dispatch and scheduling, hence advised for the proposal to be progressed separately.
	Actions

· N/A
	TSC Mod

Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Andrew Burke

Gráinne O’ Shea

Dermot Lynch

Ian Luney

Iain Wright

William Steele



	II.
	Mod_37_10_V3: Constraint Payment for Energy Limited Units


	ESB PG
	· SEMO presented outcomes of the two high-level impact assessments with the first IA (proposed mod) costing approximately €41,000, and the second (change to LR) costing approximately €46,000. 
· SEMO provided an update on the MIP/LR Workstream: One workshop held regarding studies published; SEMO are proposing to publish a consultation to the industry in an effort to garner their views on various issues.

· The proposer stated that the materiality of costs incurred is slightly over €3million per annum.

· Proposer stated that the studies on ESB PG to re-register as a Price Taker are incomplete and that further analysis of winter/summer peak profiles is necessary before committing to re-register. 
· It would considerably improve the current situation by approximately 80%, however proposer reiterated that this would not be as preferable as the constraints method, as it would be contrary to the original design of the market in respect of Energy Limited Units. 
· Proposer maintained it would take 28 days to re-register a unit and that use of an intermediary would not be necessary.

· Proposer stated that if MIP were to be utilised, it would schedule the hydro more effectively, thus hydro would be paid out of the market rather than out of constraints.
· An NIE Energy representative queried whether the problem would still exist, if MIP was to be utilised as a main solver.

· Proposer stated the problem would not exist if MIP were to be used. SEMO clarified that if MIP were to be used as a main solver, it is less likely that this issue would appear.
· SO member stated that the SOs are agreeable that a change needs to be implemented and the issue arises in the MSP software and should be dealt with there. 

· SO member advised that the SOs were not in favour of the price-taker option, as the Code was written specifically for Energy Limited Units, thus this option would not be adhering to that. In addition it would result in uncertainty for dispatch.
· SO member stated that the SOs are required to dispatch the system to minimise production costs, therefore they are indisposed to an additional cost, as this would distort the management of the constraints costs. TSOs believe the issue is fundamentally an energy issue as opposed to a constraint issue, thus they propose to address it in the MSP Software.
· SEMO outlined Option 2 Improving the scheduling of Energy Limited Units by the LR algorithm. Option 2 would improve the scheduling of the hydros in the MSP software. 
· Chair expressed the view that the Trading and Settlement Code states that energy limits should be respected.
· SEMO stated that MSP LR addresses it as a limit rather than a target therefore it is correct as per Code.
· Proposer stated that this is an unintended consequence of LR as it was never envisaged that the units wouldn’t be scheduled up to the energy limit.
· Generator Member queried as to whether any testing has been done to show what the benefits of implementing this will be.
· SEMO stated that it has been successful in test cases however it may not be applicable to every type of situation.
· Proposer queried as to why the LR algorithm solution had not been put forward sooner so the proposal could have been included in the next release.
· SEMO verified that a number of options had to be progressed and assessed which is a time-consuming process.

· Chair stated that if the Modification Proposal got approved a new class of constraint would be created which would add costs to consumers. If ESB PG were to re-register as a price taker this would have detrimental impacts for both ESB PG and the TSOs.
	Actions

· Secretariat to include full dissenting views in FRR

· Participants  to forward dissenting views to Secretariat for inclusion in FRR

·  FRR to reflect unanimous agreement of Committee that Option 2 (change to MSP software to fix LR engine) is progressed

	TSC Mod

Recommended for Rejection
Recommended for Approval
Andrew Burke

Gráinne O’Shea

Recommended for Deferral
Dermot Lynch

Ian Luney

Recommended for Rejection
Iain Wright

William Steele

Casting Vote: Recommended for Rejection
 Iain Wright:



Section 5 AOB

· Next Modifications Committee Meeting 35 Tuesday 05th April 2011, Belfast. 
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